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Origen and Eusebius on Ps 73

It is widely known that Eusebius of Caesarea was trained by Pamphilus on the exegetical writings
by Origen, as well as on his Biblical enterprise of the Hexapla®. Scholars have therefore rightly
inquired into the ‘Origenian’ influences that can be traced in the Caesarean’s work and thought?,
although at the same time they highlighted his originality and conscious independence from the
Alexandrian’s heritage®.

However, as far as the relationship between the two author’s exegesis is concerned, it is still
difficult to find a contribution which investigates their hermeneutical approach outlining their specific
characteristics, and to evaluate to which extent Eusebius consciously used Origen’s interpretative
techniques or distanced himself from them. The first and most compelling reason for this lack of
direct comparisons is the complex textual tradition of the two authors’ exegetical works. The
Alexandrian’s extensive oeuvre on the Psalter was available up to recent times only in catenary
fragments and through nine Latin homilies on Ps 36, 37 and 38 translated by Rufinus*. However,
thanks to the lucky finding of twenty-nine homilies in Greek in a Munich manuscript by Marina
Molin Pradel in 2012, we now dispose of a significant number of complete Greek sermons on ten
Psalms, which considerably broaden our knowledge of Origen’s interpretation of the Psalter®.

As far as Eusebius is concerned, only less than one third of his Commentary on the Psalms has
been preserved in a Parisian manuscript, while the extant sections can be read only in catenary
fragments®. Moreover, most of the work has not been critically edited yet, except for the fragmentary
text of the interpretation of some Psalms, and, recently, some paragraphs in direct tradition from the
Parisian manuscript. Only in late 2022 has Franz Xaver Risch published the critical edition of the
catenary fragments on Ps 101-150".

1 On Eusebius’ formation at Pamphilus’ ‘school’, see Morlet 2011: from the evidence available, the scholar suggests
intending the educational circle revolving around Pamphilus as a community of spiritual brothers and friends oriented
towards a spiritual life, rather than an institutional teaching. For Eusebius’ life and works see Wallace-Hadrill 1960;
Barnes 1981; and the more recent Johnson 2014.
2 See Kannengiesser 1992,
3 See Perrone 1996.
4 On Origen’s works on the Psalter, see Devreesse 1970, 1-88; Nautin 1977, 258; 261-292; Rondeau 1982, 44-63;
Prinzivalli 2000; Perrone 2018; the most updated outline can be found in Perrone 2020, 9-24.
5 On the discovery, see Molin Pradel 2012 and 2014; Perrone 2012. The critical edition of the homilies is Perrone et al.
2015. See also the Italian translation with an introduction and a commentary for each homily in Perrone 2020 and 2021a.
Important insights on these homilies can be found in the contributions collected in Perrone 2021b. Lastly, for an English
translation of the collection see Trigg 2020. Hereafter, | will quote from the Homilies on the Psalms (= HPs) with Roman
numeral for the homily, followed by Arabic one(s) for paragraph(s), specifying in brackets the pages of the critical edition,
followed by the pages of the English translation — occasionally modified where | deemed it necessary. The other
abbreviations of Origen’s works are taken from Monaci Castagno 2000, XIII-XIV.
6 On Eusebius’s Commentary on the Psalms, see Devreesse 1970, 89-146; Rondeau 1982, 64-75; Curti 1989.
" The 23rd volume of the Patrologia Graeca series contains the edition of the Commentary on the Psalms (= CPs) as
published by Bernard de Montfaucon, who based it on catenae manuscripts (for CPs 1-50 and CPs 95,2b-118) and the
manuscript Paris. Coislin 44 (for CPs 51-95,2a), while the 24th volume contains catenary fragments transcribed by Angelo
Mai for the last part of the commentary (CPs 119-150). Only the section derived from the Parisian manuscript can
undoubtedly be ascribed to Eusebius (as well as the text of CPs 37 found in PG 30, 81C-104A), while the fragments must
be critically evaluated (starting from the surveys in Devreesse 1970, 89-146 and Mihlenberg 1978, 44-284, passim.
Critical editions of fragments on a specific Psalm or section can be found in: Devreesse 1924, 78-81 (CPs 49); Harl,
Dorival 1972, 182-473 passim (CPs 118); Curti 2003, 23-216 passim (CPs 119-133); Rondeau 1968, 404-409 (CPs 140).
The critical edition of the work is in preparation at the “Berlin-Brandenburgische Akademie der Wissenschaften” by a
team whose sample edition of CPs 62,1-2 (PG 23, 600A-604B) and CPs 86,1-4 (PG 23, 1040A-1044A) can be found in
Bandt, Risch, Villani 2019, 204-211 and 212-217. The critically edited fragments of CPs 101-150 are now published in
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Despite the troubled state of the textual tradition, it is surprising that no comparison has ever
attempted to systematically retrace echoes of Origen’s exegesis of the Psalter in Eusebius®. Instead,
the few contributions on the subject have based the comparison between the approaches of the two
authors on generic hermeneutical categories (such as ‘letter’, ‘history’, ‘allegory’) assumed as
intrinsically distinctive of their methodologies. In this way, in account of Origen’s (supposedly
characteristic) tendency to allegorise, Eusebius certainly appears as characterised by his ‘literalist’
willingness to read the biblical text limiting the application of figural interpretation®.

Therefore, in this paper | will consider Origen’s and Eusebius’s exegesis of Psalm 73 (TM 74), to
review their main themes and the techniques they deploy in their interpretation. My aim is to offer an
outline on how the two authors comment on a Psalm which evokes the destruction of the Temple of
Jerusalem??, as well as a comparison of their hermeneutical procedure to throw new light on Eusebius’
position in relation to the Origenian exegetical array.

I. Origen.

Psalm 73 contains a lament of the people addressed to God during the siege of Jerusalem and the
destruction of the Temple, the description of which occupies the central verses of the composition. In
the end, the psalmist appeals to God praising him for his wonders and urging him to respond to his
enemies’ attacks and save those who trust him. As for the dating, critics oscillate between the epoch
after the destruction of the city in 586 BCE and the Maccabean period*!.

In the Munich manuscript, we find three Homilies on Psalm 73, conforming with Jerome’s lists in
his transcription from the catalogue of Origen’s library appended to the Life of Pamphilus written by
Eusebius®2. Origen dedicated each sermon to an almost equal number of verses, commenting Ps 73,1-
7 in the first homily, Ps 73,8-15a in the second, and Ps 73,15b-23 in the third. After an invitation to
pray to receive the spiritual rain that leads to a fruitful comprehension of the teachings from the
Scripture, the Alexandrian starts the explanation of the Psalm read in the assembly by considering the
elements of the inscription or title, “of understanding, of Asaph” (Ps 73,1a). He highlights how the
first one appeals to the attention of the audience for a deep understanding of the content of the Psalm,
while the second one indicates that the historical author of the composition is Asaph'®. Origen then
resumes historical events referred by the text:

Risch 2022. Hereafter, | will quote from the CPs specifying the number of Psalm and verses which refers to the sections
into which Eusebius divides the explanation of the text, indicating in brackets the respective columns of the Patrologia
Graeca volume (any differences from the published text are due to my re-examination of the manuscript on the digital
reproductions available on the Bibliothéque Nationale de France website). The provisional critical text published at
https://pta.bbaw.de/en/reader/72eb5¢10/pta0003.pta020.pta-greBibex2 unluckily does not comprise the sections of the
commentary on Ps 73-76 and 78-81 (last access February 2024). All the translations of the CPs are mine.

8 Though it must be noted that the different genres of the two authors’ works can be one of the motivations for the lack
of studies. See however Bandt 2011.

° See Wallace-Hadrill 1960, 72-99; Barnes 1981, 94-105; Simonetti 1985, 113-124 and 1986; Curti 1989, 193-213.
Arguments in favour of a slight but significant shift of perspective can be found in Interi 2022.

10 A detailed analysis of this theme in H73Ps I, on which I rely, has been carried out by Cacciari 2019.

110On Ps 73 see Ravasi 1983, 559-573; Schokel, Carniti 1993, 29-45. On its Septuagint version, see Cordes 2004, 73ff.
12 Jerome, Epist. 33,4 (ed. Hilberg 1996, 255-258).

13 On Origen’s preaching activity, technique, and chronology see the fundamental Monaci Castagno 1987; Grappone
2001a and 2001b; and finally, Monaci Castagno 2014, which updates the discussion with the elements derived from the
new homilies. As for Origen’s interest in also commenting the inscriptions or titles of the Psalms, see Perrone 2018, 138-
143.
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He has displayed the affairs of Jerusalem, when Asaph prophesied — and tells, as to the letter, what occurred
to the people after the captivity. For “Why, God, would you reject to the end? Has your wrath been provoked
against the sheep of your pasture? Remember your gathering, which you acquired from the beginning” (Ps
73,1) and what follows, fits, as far as the letter goes, the events after the captivity.

Thus, the Alexandrian notes that, on the literal level, the speech of the psalmist refers to the siege
of the Jerusalem by the Babylonians and the following captivity of the people. However, before
stating his interest in deriving the spiritual meaning of the psalm, Origen observes that “someone
might say that it fits not only those events, but also those after the visitation of our Saviour®, thus
admitting that the text can also hint at the destruction of the temple by the Romans in 70 CE. The
preacher then proceeds to answer the question in the first verse. The simpler believers would argue
that God rejects those who he had previously gathered because of their sins, while those who look for
a deeper motivation would attribute the cause to the rejection of Jesus Christ. This is, in fact, the
reason why Jerusalem is currently still desolated. Lastly, a third explanation would be that “just as in
Adam we all die, and in Christ we are all made alive (cf. 1Cor 15,22), thus in Adam all have been
exiled, and in Christ God restores us all”®. The expression “to the end” (eic 7éloc) also sparks a
reflection of the different ‘measures’ according to which God rejects someone in proportion to the
gravity of their sin, so that, in the case of those who have sinned most grievously, it comes a point
where it is not possible for him to push them away even more!’. Origen then argues that the psalmist
is raising a prayer to God to persuade him not to pour out his wrath on sinners, who are compared to
a flock because they are humble and worthy of mercy®®,

As for the following verse (Ps 73,2: “Remember your gathering, which you acquired at the
beginning. You redeemed a rod of your inheritance, this mount Zion, where you settled”), the preacher
does not identify the gathering with the Church from the gentiles, nor with the Jews, since neither the
latter were chosen by God at the beginning, but only at the time of Moses or Abraham. The phrase
must be referred rather to those who God had already justified before creation thanks to his
foreknowledge. More specifically, the beginning must be intended as Christ himself, according to
Prov 8,22 (“The Lord created me as the beginning of his ways, for his works™)°. According to Origen,
Christ’s redeeming role is also referred to in the second part of the verse, so that Zion is interpreted,
basing on its etymology, as the rational and contemplative soul which is therefore inhabited by God

14 Orig., H73Ps I 1 (GCS NF 19, 225; transl. 178): cuvelstikel ta tiig Iepovcainp, 61e 6 Acae Tadte TPoEprTEVLGE, Kol
Aéyet, ®G TPOG TO PNTOV, T GLUPEPNKOTO TG Aad PeTa TV aiyporacioy. TO yap iva ti, 0 Osog, anmow &ig télog, dpyioln
6 Qoués oov émi mpéfota vouiic cov; oyt Tic covaywyiic cov, ¢ éxthow ar’ dpyiic (Ps 73,1), kal T £EFic dpuolet,
Soov &l tf] AéEel, ToiC TPAyHaGsL TOIG HETO TV OiypaAncioy.

15 lbidem (GCS NF 19, 225; transl. 178): Eimot &’ &v 1ic 811 00 pdvov Ekeivolc GAAY Kol Toig petd tod cotiipog HuUdV
gmdnuiav.

16 Orig., H73Ps |1 2 (GCS NF 19, 226-227; transl. 179): ‘O pév amlovotepoc £psi O aitiov sivon Té GpopTipaTe: tadTo
yop aitio €oti T0D TOV B0V 00¢ Tpocerdfeto dnmBeichat. 510 eimep kol Nuel fovAdpeda pun drwodivor Ko 10D Beod,
un apoptévopey. ‘O 8¢ oM Tt kv &l Tocov Pabdtepov 0pdV Epel aitiov 10D dnocBijvat Tov Aadv o Tov Xpiotov Incodv
avnpiicbot O’ avt®dv. Kol yap ainbdg ént mieiov dndoato 6 Bgdg TOV Aaov petd v Xplotod Emdnpiov Kol to
tetoApnpéva kat’ avtod. [1ote yap T0600To ¥pove nendvioct; [1dte obtmg pnuddn Tepovoainy; I1dte Toc00T® XPOHVED
70 Buolactiplov fpynoe, Ti|g Buciog Kol TV AaTPEI®dY 0VKETL TPOSPEPOUEVMY €N’ adTOD; AANOG O¢ TIC €pEl, vONGag TaL
mepl TOV AdAp, &1L TOV AdGp ATOGATO O TV apoptioy Kol Andlovoy Kol dorep v @ Adau mavres amobviiokouey kol
<év> 1@ Xprot® mavreg {wonotovueda (cf. 1Cor 15,22), obtmg &v 1@ Addp movieg dnmkicOnuey kol &v 1d Xplotd ndvtag
Nuag cvlhoupaveral 6 Bedg.

17 Ibidem (GCS NF 19, 227-228). According to Origen, it is the action of sinning itself which distances the sinner from
God: in this way, the rejection is never definitive in God’s will, as it is also part of the therapeutic plan aiming at the
progressive conversion and voluntary reunion of the repentant believer; see the notes to the passage in the critical edition
and in Perrone 2020, 439-443.

18 Orig., H73Ps | 3 (GCS NF 19, 228-229).

19 Orig., H73Ps 1 4 (GCS NF 19, 229-230).



and his Logos®°. Until the end of the homily, the Alexandrian comments the Psalm verses in the light
of these two themes thus outlined, that is the attacks that Christ had to endure to fulfil his saving
mission, and the ones that the faithful’s soul must face during its ongoing battle against the forces of
evil. The former theme is alluded to especially by the arrogances and the evil deeds of Ps 73,3 (“Raise
your hands against their arrogances to the end, as many as the enemy did wickedly in the holy”),
committed against him by the devil?%. The latter theme is instead evoked by the description of the
destruction of Jerusalem (Ps 73,5-7), which depicts the attack of the demonic forces striving to
penetrate the rational soul with their rational weapons, to destroy the inner sanctuary that one erects
to God urging them to commit sin?.

Inspired by the words of the Psalm (73,8: “Their kinship said together, ‘Come, and let us cause
all God s feasts to cease from the earth”), Origen begins his second homily on Ps 73 developing the
theme of the ‘kinship’ that the human soul can establish either with “the powers who work together
with us for salvation”, or with the evil ones which lead to sin. The latter case is what happened to the
times of Christ, when the demonic forces persuaded the Jews to crucify Jesus, so that they now lament
that there is no more sign of the presence of God nor any prophet among them (Ps 73,9: “We have
not seen our signs, there is no longer a prophet, he will know us no longer”)?3. However, the preacher
also offers an interpretation of the same verses relating to the Christians’ life, by reading them as a
warning for everyone not to sin and not to celebrate Jewish feasts, abolished by Christ?*.

The continuation of the Psalm, comprising a hymnic section to God, is interpreted by Origen
recurring to allegory as well. Thus, “You have smashed the heads of the dragons in the waters” (Ps
73,13b) is read again as an allusion to the forces of sin overthrown by God when the faithful prays
him in the adversities of life, symbolised by the waters. Then, the preacher interprets the many heads
of the only dragon in the following verse (Ps 73,14: “You have crushed the heads of the dragon. You
have given him as food to the Ethiopians™) as the heresiarchs (Valentinus, Basilides, Apelles) who all
derive from the devil, while the Ethiopians who feed on the flesh of the dragon represent the sinners
and, more specifically, the heretics who feed on false beliefs even if they pretend to celebrate
eucharist?®. In a coherent way, the following praises of God’s wonders are explained as disclosing a
deeper, spiritual meaning, besides their direct reference to events contained in the historical books.
The mention of springs, torrents, and rivers (Ps 73,15: “You broke forth a spring and torrents; you
dried up rivers”) is developed as an allusion to the divine Logos and his apostles and prophets?.

Similarly, in the third homily verse 16 (“Yours is the day, and yours is the night, You shaped
illumination and sun”) sparks a reflection on God’s days and nights, and the specification that,
according to the figurative interpretation (kota tv tpomoAoyiav), the illumination is God’s firstborn,
while the sun is his Spirit; but, with regard to the literal meaning (6cov 6¢ éni t@® pnt®) it alludes to
the creation of light that precedes the one of the luminaries in Genesis?’. The following verse (Ps

2 Orig., H73Ps 1 5-6 (GCS NF 19, 230-232). On the three terms that Origen uses to define Zion (ypnuatiotipiov,
opapatiotiplov, okomevtnplov) see Cacciari 2019, 97-99. The etymologically based interpretation of “Zion’ as the
‘contemplative soul” which Origen often resorts to has been used by him since his Commentary on Lamentations,
composed in Alexandria; see Marchetto 2015 and 2019. For Origen’s interpretation of the places of Palestine in his
Homilies on Jeremiah and Ezekiel see Interi 2019.
21 Orig., H73Ps 1 6-8 (GCS NF 19, 232-235).
22 Orig., H73Ps 1 9-10 (GCS NF 19, 235-237).
23 Orig., H73Ps 11 1-2 (GCS NF 19, 238-241).
24 Orig., H73Ps 11 3 (GCS NF 19, 241-243).
% Orig., H73Ps 11 6-7 (GCS NF 19, 246-249).
% Orig., H73Ps 11 8 (GCS NF 19, 250-251); H73Ps 111 1 (GCS NF 19, 252-253).
27 Orig., H73Ps 111 2-3 (GCS NF 19, 253-256).
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73,17a: “You made all the boundaries of the earth”) also inspires an articulate explanation in the
preacher. Literally (éni t® pntd®), it may refer to the assignment of each nation to its own angel,
according to the doctrine of the angels of the nations that Origen develops from Dt 32,8-9; but in a
higher and eschatological sense (i 8¢ ypn koi EravaPaivey @ Aoyw) it refers to the moment when
God will assign to each one a portion of the earth in the future life according to their merits?,

The last verses of the psalm contain an invitation to God both to defend his cause against the
foolish enemies who outrage him, and at the same time not to forget those who praise and supplicate
him. Origen then interprets them mainly from a moral perspective, based on the ideas that the text
offers in terms of scriptural references or parallels. In particular, Ps 73,19a (“Do not hand over to the
beasts a soul that confesses to you™) prompts him firstly to recall the executions of the martyrs handed
over to the beasts, and secondly to reflect on the need to escape the spiritual beasts of sin through a
spontaneous confession to the bishop?®.

To sum up, even if Origen evokes anti-Jewish motives commenting Ps 73, he seems to always go
beyond them. The emphasis on the rejection of the Jewish people runs along with the theme of the
translatio religionis (to which some of the Psalm’s verses easily lend) and of the new salvation found
in Christ. The preacher thus deals with different aspects of this new economy: from theological to
moral ones, from cosmological to euchological and ecclesiological ones. Moreover, Jews are never
the only polemical object of Origen’s reproaches, considering his constant remarks against heterodox
beliefs and practices.

Il. Eusebius

In his Commentary on the Psalms, Eusebius sets out his interpretation of Ps 73 by dividing it into
seven lemmas of different length: Ps 73,1-2b; Ps 73,2c-7; Ps 73,8-9; Ps 73,10-11; Ps 73,12-18a; Ps
73,18-21; Ps 73,22-23%. The debt that Eusebius owes to the Alexandrian’s exegesis can already be
inferred from the treatment of the title of the Psalm. The bishop immediately observes the exhortation
to understanding contained in the inscription (Ps 73,1a: “of understanding, of Asaph”), as Origen had
already done. However, he also dwells on the lack of further specification regarding the ‘genre’ of
the composition, deducing that the absence of indications such as ‘psalm’, ‘song’ or ‘hymn’ is due to
the mournful nature of the content, and that the psalm rather comprises a supplication, of the kind
that Paul exhorts one to raise in 1 Tim 2,13 These remarks are telling of Eusebius’ almost systematic

28 QOrig., H73Ps 111 4 (GCS NF 19, 257-259).
29 Orig., H73Ps 111 7 (GCS NF 19, 261-265).
30 In my opinion, the difference between the two authors in the divisions of the Psalm’s verses might be largely due to the
different contexts of their exegesis. Origen preached in front of an audience without determining in advance the length of
the Scriptural text, dwelling on passages that he deemed interesting and commenting concisely on others, according both
to his sensibility and timing concerns. Eusebius instead conceived his commentary as a written work, therefore choosing
in advance how to partition each composition into pericopes before proceeding to comment its verses. To do this, he
seemed to divide the psalm into sections according to a logic of thematic or content uniformity: Ps 73,1-2b (the appeal to
God to remember his community); Ps 73,2c-7 (the desecration of the sanctuary); Ps 73,8-9 (the enemies’ intentions and
the effect of their destruction); Ps 73,10-11 (the questions to God as to how long he will allow the enemies’ offence and
withdraw his hand); Ps 73,12-18a (the hymn to God and his power); Ps 73,18-21 (the plea to God to keep his covenant
and protect his faithful); Ps 73,22-23 (the exhortation to God to react to the outrages and arrogance of his enemies).
3L Eus., CPs 73,1-2b (PG 23, 852A): Atweysipel pév fudc kol mapopud &mi v v Aeyopévav cOVEGtY O Tvedua TO
TPOPNTIKOV. OVTE O& YOAUOV EMYpdpel GuviBmg, 0bTe MOV, 0UTE DUvov, 00dE Tt TOV mapanAnciov, did 0 ckvOpmTOV
6V dnayyelopévov. ‘Ev oig dokel Evievnéig mepiéyecdat, mepi fig 6 Oelog dmdotodog Siekeleveto Seiv Aéymv mavTog Hudg
roieioOou denoelg, mpooevydg, évievlelg, evyoprotiag (cf. 1Tim 2,1).
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interest in a ‘typological classification’ of the genres of the psalms, while Origen’s statements in this
sense are rather occasional and sporadic.

Eusebius then points out that this supplication, “prophetically exposing what is to come as if it had
already passed”, foretells the events of the last siege of Jerusalem, predicting them when the temple
was not even built. The author of the Psalm, Asaph, was a contemporary of David, and he also
prophesied about the first assault by the Babylonians in Ps 79 and 8232, The proof that the present
composition is referring to the final destruction of the temple and city by the Romans is that the
rejection of the people has happened “to the end”, as stated in Ps 73,1, only at the time of the siege
of Jerusalem following the crucifixion of Jesus. This is confirmed by Luke 13,35 and 1Thess 2,16,
but most of all by Ps 73,9 itself, which predicts that at that moment no prophet will be sent by God
to help them like he did many times in the past®. Eusebius thus concludes that “it is possible from
these words to admire the virtue of the Scripture inspired by God, which foresaw in advance events
that would happen long afterwards thanks to divine foreknowledge”*.

The term cvvaywyn in Ps 73,2 leads the Caesarean to intend the invocation as pronounced for the
people of the Jews at the time of the siege, thus interpreting the word in a strict sense, that is the
‘Synagogue’ as the chosen people that God acquired for himself, and even contrasting its etymology
to that of the word ‘Church’ (éxkAncia): “But not even the first Synagogue was such, for one was so
called because of its gathering in one place, while the other has the privilege of election, the
Church”®®. This mention also elicits the comparison with Ps 21,17-19, which — Eusebius argues —
explains the reason for God’s rejection of the Synagogue, despite its originary esclusivity¢. Pursuing
this perspective, the bishop interprets the reference to Zion literally as the mount on which the temple
was built, and the following description of the siege as a prophetic account of the actual actions of
the Romans.

For example, Eusebius also recurs to the translation of Ps 73,4-6 provided by Symmachus to
describe the destruction of the temple, for it offers a clearer and more detailed account of the events,
that enriches the explanation. In this way, the signs exposed by the enemies are the weapons and the

32 Ibidem (PG 23, 852A-B): Evtuyydvet yodv 6 Adyog T 0ed mpoentik@dg, To péAlovta dg mapmynkoto Sieéldv kai tv
goyamv onpoivov mtolopkiay tig Tepovoainu v Vo Popaiov yevouévny petd v compilov mapovoioyv. Kal tadta
UNd& GLOTAVTOC T TOD TOTOL TPOUVAPAOVETL. ‘O eV Yap Acp, S’ 0D TaDTO TPOEPNTEVETO, CVYYPOVOS YEYOVEV TG Avid,
ToAopMY 8 PeTd TNV TOD Aaid TELeLTIY 0ik0SopEl TOV vER. AVO 5& TopOHCEIC TPOBEMPHGAC TOD TOTOV, THY TE TPOTEPALY
v Vo Bapvloviov yevouévny, kai tv devtépav v 10 Popaiov, tv pév mpdmy did tod 00" yaipod onpoivetl Koi
S Tod w7, v 8¢ voTaTNV S THG petd xeipag mpoenteiac. This remark is in line with Eusebius’ synthetic description
of the Psalm in his Periochae, Ps 73 (ed. Bandt, in Bandt, Risch, Villani 2019, 134): IIpoavaoodvnoig Tiig £oydtng
‘Tovdaiwv Tolopkiog Tiig €mt Oveomaciavod kol Titov yevopévng.
33 Ibidem (PG 23, 852B-853A): Téhog yap adtoic mavtelolc dmontd@cemg o0d’ BALOTE Yéyovey 1j Te O coThp Kol KOPLOg
UGV THY Ko’ ATV EENVvEyKaTo Andacty eindv: I5od apictor buiv 6 ofkog budv Epnpog (Luke 13,35). Oig dxorovdmg
Kol 0 1€pOG ATOGTOAOG LETA TNV TAV TPAYLATOV EKPAcy Ypapmv mepl avt®dv Eleyev- "Epbocev ¢ én’ avtovs i dpyn €ig
tédog (1Thess 2,16). Kai katd puépog 8¢ ta £&fjg cupufavta @ tonm énl tig tdv Popaiov tolopkiag tapictnow o Tapwv
TPOPITNG, &v oig pnowv [...]. Ei 8¢ Aéyot g tadto kai &l tdv ypoévev tdv Bafvioviov yeyovévar, mpocektéo Toig aéng
3t v eipnron Ta onueio fudv ovk eidouey, otk éotv éu mpogitng, ko fudc ot yvaoetar éu (Ps 73,9). Tnueio yop fv
70D 1OV B0V Epopdv Kai miokomeiv 10 Tovdainy £0vog 10 TOPEXEWV owrmg TPOPTTA, gnel Kol &te kakdg EnpatTov Homep
{otpovg kol cotipog adToig ToUg TpoPnTag épiot. [...] TIdg 0bv 016V T {v papudle Toig TOTE YPOVOIG THY MaPODCAV
npoenteiav packovoav: Ta onueio Hudv ovk eidouev, Kol ovk oty &t mpopnhg, Kol Huds ov yvaeetar éu (Ps 73,9);
A Yap TODTO TEAOLG ETUYYAVEV LETA TIV COTNPLOV TOPOLGIaV Kol TaG Tpoieyxfeicag avtod povag, ped’ dg ovk &ig
Hakpov émotavies Popaiot ToV T0TOV NOAVICAV.
34 Ibidem (PG 23, 853B): "Ecttv £ &k tovt@V TV apethv dnobavudcat tfig Ocomvedotov ypagiic, g T pakpoig Hotepov
mpoyBEvTa ypovolg Tpoyvmaoet Beig TposiAney.
3 Ibidem (PG 23, 856A): AXL> 00 TowadTn Kai 1} TPOTEPE ETOYXAVEY GUVOY@YT]® 1) LEV Yap &K ToD KaTd TO avTd Guviyechol
obtmg dvopacpévn, 1 8¢ 10 £€aipetov TaploTd®oa TG EKAOYTG 1] ékKANnGida.
% Ibidem (PG 23, 856A-B).
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military insignia, the tabernacle is the actual dwelling of the name of God built in the temple®’. The
reference to the feast (Ps 73,4) is seen as historically realised with the condemnation of Jesus in the
days of Passover, as well as the related prophecy of Am 8,10 (“I will change your feasts into sorrow,
and your songs into tears”), which was also quoted by Origen®. Eusebius interprets Ps 73,8-9 as the
explication of the Romans’ intention to eradicate any chance for the Jewish people to celebrate God’s
festivities by destroying his sanctuary, and the consequent definitive absence of prophets among them
after John the Baptist is the ultimate proof of God’s abandonment of the Jewish people, and therefore
of the fact that the predicted events concern the destruction of 70 CE, as Eusebius has already stated
at the beginning of the commentary®°.

As for Ps 73,10-11 (“How long, God, will the enemy offend, the opponent will provoke your name
to the end? Why do you withdraw your hand, and your right hand from the middle of your bosom to
the end?”), Eusebius offers a reading which corresponds to Origen’s one, arguing that God’s bosom
is full of good things, and linking it to John 1,18 to prove that also Christ resides there, just as Origen
did*.

7 Eus., CPs 73,2¢-7 (PG 23, 856C-D): Todto &’ eimawv &&fic Oeomiler té cvpfnoodpeva T tomm, o péilovia E6ecdat Mg
TAPOYNKITO GVVABWE TPOPmVEV. Aéysr 8’ ovv: Kai évekawyioavto oi uicodviés e év uéo tijc éoptiic oov (Ps 73,4a)- §j
Kkatd tov Akolav Efpoynoovto oi moléuiol oov év uéo tijc ovviayijc oov. "EBsvio 10 onueio avt@v onueio, kol ovk
&yvwaooay, ¢ glg v Eodov vrepdve (Ps 73,4b-5)- & 61 capéotepov Npuvevcev 6 Zopuayog einmdv: "EOnkay to onueio
OBTAV ETIOHUDS YVOPLUO KATO, TNV EI0000V EXdve. AMG. Kol GvTi ToD Qg v dpuud Eoiwv déivaug Ekoyav tag Bopag avtic
éml 10 0070 &v méAvK kai Lalevtnpi katéppalav avtyy (Ps 73,6), mdAwv 6 Zoppoyog Ev dpuévois Cvlivoig aéivaig t@voe
Kol TOG TOAG abTiic Suod &v uoyAoic kai Sikpévorc katéppupav. Znusio 8¢ Tdv moiepiov tiva fv, dmep MONUOS TPO TAMV
glcddmv EOnKav, 1| T& moAepka dpyava kol terékelg Kol a&ival kol totadta 00patd te Kol dmAa; Eikog 8¢ kai tag onpeiog
TOGC PO TMV oTPATONEdWV Pepopévag did Tovtav dniodcbot. For the hexaplaric variants here quoted, see Field 1875,
216-217.

38 |bidem (PG 23, 857A-B). See Orig., H73Ps | 8 (GCS NF 19, 234-235).

39 Eus., CPs 73,8-9 (PG 23, 857B-860B): [...] ITéAot pév yap xod’ Ekactov Katpdv Kol Katd YEVEAC Kail Kot S1080y0C
TV NUETEPOV TATEPOV TPOPTTOL GLVT|CAV owrmg TOMOPKOVUEVOLG Kai &g aiynodmoioy dmayopévolg: dmep RV HEYIGTOV
delypa Koi onpeiov o0 ) AVETIGKOTOVG 0DTOVG DITAPYELWV. 1] YOOV TPOVONTIKT TAV dA®mV SOVapG Homep 10iTpovg v Talg
£oyGToug GLEPOPAIC TOVC TPoPNTUC T TOTE Aad Kabiot, kai Tabta v oD Bgod To onpela. NUv 8& gic Hudc yvousva
Ote o mpodeybévta S Epywv ywpel Ta onueia udv odk gidousv- dU O 0bk otiv &1t IPOPNTNG, KOl HUAS 00 yvadoetor £t
(Ps 73,9). Ei pév yap mpdc xoipdv Bpoydv S1éAmov ol mpogijtar elta pueté Tadto Ty dvepdvnoay, ovk dv EMéyeto” xai
fuag ov yvaooetor &t (Ps 73,9b)- viv 8¢ €medn petd td kotd tod cwtipog toAundévia adroic, Popaiov émotdviov kai
TOV TOTOV €K BABprv EPNUOGAVT®OV, 0Vd0I0D TPOPTTaL TOPTIoAV TOIG TOAOPKOVUEVOLS. GAN’ 0VOE &v Tolg petd Tadta
¥POVOIG YEYOVAGSLY, 008’ fluedlov gicadbic mote dvactioestar [...]. Notice that in this case Eusebius interprets the word
onueio. as figuratively referring to the prophets as signs of benevolence and protection from God.

40 Eus., CPs 73,10-11 (PG 23, 860C-D): ‘H §¢ t0d Adyov diévota todtov Exel ToV vodv: 6 k6AToc Tod Oeod dyaddv ot
TANPNG, S10 AEAEKTOL LOVOYEVIC DIOS O BV gl¢ TOV KOATOV TOD TOTPJG, éKeivog élnyriaaro (John 1,18). Kai oty dndppnrog
0VTO¢ Thic TaTPIKiC BEHTNTOC BNGOVPOC KAl TA PO TEV Gyad@dV andvimy, & v §idwaot Td yapiopata Toig aEiolc avTod.
"Emel toivuv €k pécov Tod KOATOL Td yopicpata Toig a&iolg dmpeitat Ekteivav gig adTovg TV £0vTod de&ildv, And d8 TV
un a&iov dmootpéeel v yeipa v o0&y, undev avToilg T®V &v avT®d INAWBEVTL KOAT® TeToELUEVOY AyafdV
dwpoduevos. eikOTmc TuvlaveTol Aéywv: iva T droatpépeis TV xeipa 6ov kol Ty el 6ov §k HEGOD TOD KOATOD GOV €I
tédog, (Ps 73,11). “The sense of the discourse has this meaning: the bosom of God is full of good things; therefore, it has
been said: the only begotten Son, who is God and is in the bosom of the Father, it is he who has made him known (John
1,18). And ineffable is this treasure of the Father’s divinity and fullness of all good things, from which he bestows graces
on those worthy of him. Therefore, since from the midst of the bosom he bestows graces on the worthy by stretching out
his right hand to them, he withdraws his right hand, giving them nothing of those goods kept in the same revealed bosom.
Reasonably he asks, saying: Why do you withdraw your hand and your right hand from the middle of your bosom to the
end? (Ps 73,11)”. See Orig., H73Ps Il 4 (GCS NF 19, 244): “Ote pév émokomnel 6 0gdc, 1 yelp adtod dmd 100 KOATOL
TpoPépel 10 ayafd—radto 0& cvpPolkdg Adystor—ikai didmoty f]uiv €K T@V a1l KOAT®V: 61ov 3¢ 0VK EMIOKOTET,
0VdE 3idwaty £k TOV KOATY TOV Xp16Tov. Movoyevie yap 0ebg, 6 v &ig Tov k6Amov T0D ToTpog, Exeivog ECnyrioato (John
1,18). ’Edawv obv 1OV Xplcrov un stﬁng kai aic06vn 811 KeVOg £ avTod, TARPNG 8¢ AuapTUdTOV, Kol o) edEat Kai einé: va
Tl ATOGTPEQYELS TNV YEIPG 60V Kol THY 06C14V 60V Kk uécov 0D Kélmov oov &ig télog, (PS 73,11).
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One of the clearest examples of Eusebius’ orientation can be found in his treatment of the hymnic
section of the Psalm. The bishop comments that the passage, after beginning with the stating that God
will give his Salvation for all humanity*!, reminds the wonders that he had already done. First of all,
for the interpretation of Ps 73,13 (“You have strengthened the sea with your power, You have smashed
the heads of the dragons in the waters”) Eusebius recurs to Symmachus’ and Theodotion’s
translations (respectively: “You have scattered the sea with your strength” and “You have separated
the sea with your power”) to argue that it refers to the separation of the Red sea, while the heads of
the dragons represent the commanders of the Egyptians (or of the Pharaoh identified in the dragon
of the following verse)*2.

As for Ps 73,14 (“You have crushed the heads of the dragon. You have given him as food to the
Ethiopians™), Eusebius’ explanation of the verse is not completely clear: he seems to suggest that it
refers to the dead bodies of the Egyptians left on the shore as a meal for birds, evidently understanding
the ethnonym Ethiopians as somehow indicating the birds, although he swiftly mentions its
translation by Aquila (“to those who will go out”), Theodotion (“to the uttermost”), and the fifth
edition (“to him who has gone out”) without explaining if further®®. In a coherent way, Ps 73,15 (“You
broke forth a spring and torrents; you dried up rivers of Etham”) is historically explained as referring
to Moses’ miracle of the water brought forth from the rock and to the miracle of the Jordan dried up
for the Israelites to pass**.

In the following verses (Ps 73,16-17: “Yours is the day, and yours is the night, you shaped
illumination and sun. You made all the boundaries of the earth, summer and spring, you shaped
them”) Eusebius sees a continuation of the theme of the omnipotence of God, who can transform
anything in its opposite. Consequently, just as God has regulated the course of the stars with laws,
leading to the alternation of day and night, and just as he has divided eternity into different parts,
allowing for the change of the seasons, in the same way the psalmist solicits him to hear his prayer
and to provide those who implore him with a way out of the ruin of the sacking of Jerusalem®.
Therefore, Eusebius evokes here the moment of the creation of the world only to refer to the cosmic
laws that rule celestial bodies, while Origen derived from Ps 73,16b an exegesis of trinitarian nature
on the account of the creation.

41 Eus., CPs 73,12-18a (PG 23, 861A-C).
42 Ibidem (PG 23, 861C-D): Eita S18dokst £Efic dmoiag #0M méhar TpdTepov 6 Bsd¢ KaTEPYEGOTO BovpaTovpyiog Aéywv:
20 ékpataiwoag &v tij dvvduer oov iy Gdlacoav (PS 73,13a). Avti 8¢ 100 20 ékpataimwoag, 6 TOupyog XD disorxédacag
7] loydi oov v Odlaocoav npunvevoey. Kai pot dokel d1d tovtv d¢ Tpog TV lotopiav onpaively v énit Mocéng
yevopévny diodov tod Aaod did tiig 'EpvBpdc Oorldoong. Ao kotd pev tov Zopuayov eipntot 2o disokédaoag tij ioydi cov
v Odlacoav: kath 8¢ TOV Ogodotimva Xv diéotnoac év Tij dvvaust cov v Gdlacoav. Eito 1od¢ Alyvrmtiovg kol tov
Dopod aivittecboi pot SoKel PAoK®V: 20 oVVEIPIYAS TAS KEPALAS T@V OPOKOVIWY ETl TOD BO0T0G 00 ovveblaoag Tog
kepoldag tod opaxovrog (Ps 73,13b-14a). dpdxovia pev tov Dapad, Ke@oAdg 8¢ avtod ToLg VT’ avTov GpyxovTag
aivittopevog: §| dpdicovtag Tovg Alyumtiovs, KeQoAdg 6& aDTAV TOVG TPLOTATOS Kol TOVG 17YOVUEVOLS ADTAOV OVOUAL®V.
43 lbidem (PG 23, 861D): To 8¢ "Edwxag avtov Bpdua Aaoic toig Aifioyv (Ps 73,14b), gimot v Tig Td vekp coOpaTo
avT®V, EKBpoacdévta Tiig Bardoong, Bopav yeyovéval Tolg TETEWVOIC TOD 0Vpavod. Avti 8& ToD 10ig AiBiowiv, 6 pev AKOlag
10i¢ éledevoouévolg, 0 8¢ OeodoTiov 1@ éoydre, Kol 1| Téurt Ek8001G 1@ éfeAnivbot, puivevoav. For the hexaplaric
variants here quoted, see Field 1875, 218.
4 |bidem (PG 23, 861D-864A).
% |bidem (PG 23, 864C): Ilapacticag 6 mpogrtng 6moia eipyoctat Oodpata 6 Tpd aidvov Paciieds 0ed¢ &t kai Todta
wpootidnot Aéyav- 2y éoniv 1 nuépa, xai on éonrv # voé (Ps 73,16a). Ty yop tocadTV TGV TPAyUATOV HETABOATV GV
udvog 0 TovTodHVapoC Eipydom. ‘Qg yap TNV oTepéuviov TETPAV €ig PELOTV 0vGiaY UETAPAADY, TNYAS KoL YELAPPOVG
€€ avTiig €ipydom kol avamaiy Ta TV moTtau®dy peduata €ig 10 Evavtiov kataotioog ENpavag, oVT® Kol TV HUEPOV
Ot BEAeIC VOKTOTOLETG, EUMOALV T€ TNV VOKTO PETATPEMELS €iC NUEPAY. ADTOC Kol GMOTIPAS €V 0VPOVE KOTNGTEPLCOG
avtoic, kol NAio Stagag dpopove, dpovg 1€ 1@ mavti vopobetioag, donep peboplolg SieThog TOV coumavTa aidva
KOTOKEPUATIGOG €iG S1APOPA TUNUOATO TOVG TOD TOVTOG EVIOVTOD KApovg. |...]

8



Eusebius paraphrases the verses 18-21 without much elaboration, reading them as a plea to spare
the Lord’s poor ones, that is his disciples and apostles, on the basis of Mark 5,3; Isa 61,1; Rom 9,3-
4%, The bishop seals his commentary on the last two verses, which again contain an invitation to God
to defend his cause against the arrogance of his enemies, by quickly paraphrasing them and adding
the translation given by Symmachus. Finally, he observes that the psalm closes without any promise
of goods or response to the psalmist’s requests, because of God’s irrevocable decision to reject the
Jewish people after the killing of Christ*’.

Overall, Eusebius’ exegesis of Ps 73 revolves around the event of the siege of Jerusalem in 70 CE.
When he evokes other themes, he refers to historical events or concrete phenomena the psalm refers
to, without any explicit interest for moral or spiritual teachings.

I11. Conclusion: similarities and differences

The mere juxtaposition of the two authors’ exegesis of the destruction of Jerusalem would be rather
telling of their different perspectives, which in my opinion are not necessarily contrasting. In this last
paragraph, in fact, while I will pinpoint some characteristics of the approach of each of them two, |
will also provide an explanation for this divergence, which | think also arises from the texts
themselves, if we ought to read them without any expectations of what we should find in them.

In his treating of the siege of Jerusalem prophesied in Psalm 73, Origen is coherent with his well-
known method of finding the explanation which best conveys a message useful for the spiritual
progress of the listener. This endeavour is even more understandable if one considers the context of
the Alexandrian’s preaching, who explains the biblical text to an audience of different training and
composition*®, although this does not imply a simplification or the abstention from doctrinal
reflections, as the new homilies have proved with new examples®®. Therefore, it is comprehensible
how his interpretation of the destruction of Jerusalem recurrently proposes the tropological reading
of the name of the city based on its etymology, which surpasses — without denying it — the typically
anti-Jewish treatment of the motive stemming from the apologetical tradition. Origen rather connects
the theme of the fall of the city to the reflection on the soul’s struggle against the forces of sin, and
thus to the agonic context of moral commitment typical of Origen’s anthropology®®. Thus, the anti-
Judaic polemic is not the dominant topic of the Alexandrian’s treatment of the fall of Jerusalem,

46 Eus., CPs 73,18a-21 (PG 23, 864D-865B).
47 Eus., CPs 73,22-23 (PG 23, 865C-D).
48 See Monaci Castagno 1987, 81-93.
49 See the overall considerations by Simonetti 2016, and by Perrone 2021b, in the contributions collected in the whole
third section titled ““,,Und der ganze Mensch wird zum Gott“: theologische Aspekte und spirituelle Perspektiven”, 251-
371
%0 See the conclusions by Cacciari 2019, 107. This contribution also signals parallel passages of the interpretation of this
Psalm, and so does the critical edition of the homilies and the commentary by Perrone 2020, 434-525, although, as the
scholar notes (436), the first verses are quoted few times by the Alexandrian, unlike those from v. 12 onwards (according
to the online repertory “Biblindex”, Ps 73,3-8.10-12.15.18.20-23 are mentioned by Origen only in these homilies). The
theme of the fall of Jerusalem also recurs frequently in the homilies dedicated to the prophetical books of Jeremiah and
Ezekiel. In these cycles of preaching, Origen often insists on the definitive aspect of the condemnation inflicted on the
Jews with the final destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans, sometimes linking the theme to the reflection on the
magnanimity shown by God in delaying as long as possible the final punishment for the misbehaviour of the people (Hler
V11 1; Hler X111 1; Hler X1V 13-14), sometimes to the proportionality of the punishments in relation to the sins committed
(HEz V 3-4). In any case, such observations are linked to the allegorical reading of the city of Jerusalem as a soul besieged
by sin and which Origen invites to repent in order not to incur divine punishment.
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because along the polemical remarks against Judaism, Origen always evokes the theme of the spiritual
growth of his Christian community.

Notwithstanding the different approaches, it is not unreasonable to assert that, in the case of Psalm
73, the comparison of Eusebius’ interpretation of the psalm with the reading given by the Alexandrian
is prompted by Eusebius himself. At the end of his interpretation of Ps 73,15, the Caesarean resumes
an explanation of the preceding verses different than the one he just proposed:

Let this be said for the letter. But one who casts himself upon the passages figuratively will trace these
expressions back to the occult and invisible powers, saying that these are the dragons named here (cf. Ps
73,13b), that the sea is figuratively their abode (cf. Ps 73,13a), and that by the many-headed dragon is alluded
to the same prince of evil spirits, about whom it might be said that it has been said You have crushed the heads
of the dragon. You have given him as food to the Ethiopians (Ps 73,14). He will also investigate certain
Ethiopians in accordance with the laws of allegory, saying that these are the souls who have become black,
and he will also say that they eat the said dragon, in a manner similar to those who eat the flesh of the Word
of salvation; consistent with these, he will also attempt to explain in a still more figurative manner the springs
that flow in currents and the rivers that dry up (cf. Ps 73,15). But we, having explained the meaning to the
letter, will turn to the following®.

In a 2006 article which investigates the exegetical implication of the Ethiopic ethnicity, Aaron P.
Johnson had already convincingly argued that in the present passage Eusebius is hinting at Origen’s
tropological interpretation of the Ethiopians as the souls who have been blackened by sin, which can
be found in many works of the Alexandrian®2. However, in light of the recent discovery, this quote
also demonstrates that the Caesarean is referring precisely to the Alexandrian’s interpretation of the
passage put forward in the second homily on Ps 73, of which he orderly sums up all the essential
elements.

In the first place, this bears witness to the bishop’s profound knowledge of Origen’s homiletical
work, which he evidently considered in his own exegesis, even if he did not limit himself to slavishly
repeating it. What is more, this passage is in my opinion also illustrative of the dialectical relationship
that Eusebius has with Origen on the exegetical level. This remark of Eusebius, rather than a real
rejection or elimination of the tropological interpretation of the verses®®, acts as a summary and
reference to a type of interpretation of the passage that he considers plausible, but that clearly does
not correspond to the primary exegetical orientation of his commentary®*. Instead, in the Commentary
on the Psalms Eusebius aims at uncovering the prophetical message of the composition pinpointing
exactly the concrete events of the history of salvation which the psalmist has foretold. In this case,

51 Eus., CPs 73,12-18a (PG 23, 864A-B): Kai tadto pév d¢ mpog v Aééwy eipiobm. Tpomikde 8 &v Tig émiPoimv Toic
1omoIg Avoicel Tadto &l Suvapelg dpaveic kai dopdtovg, avtéc tval Adymv todg dpdxovrac (cf. Ps 73,13b) todg évradfo
avopacpévovg Bdiacodv te (cf. Ps 73,13a) tpomikdg 10 tobtmV oikntiplov, avtdv 1€ TOV dpyovia TdV TovnpdV
TveLpdTOV onuaivesBor S18 Tod Tolvkepaiov Spdkovioc, mepl 00 PRGELY TIC gipficBon 10 XD cvvéblacag TaC Kepaldg
700 dpdKrovrog, Edwrag abtov Ppdua looic toic Aibioyv (Ps 73,14). Znmoet 8¢ 6 tolodtog Koi Tivag Aibiomag vopolg
dAAnyoplac, TodG TAG YV HEMEAAVOUEVOLS QACK®V givar odg 8¢ kol 8cbicty &pel Tov mpoAeyBéva Spdxovra,
avaAdywg 1oig écbiovoty 100 cmtnpiov Adyov TaG GApKaS: AKoA0VOMG dE TOVTOLS Kol YOS PNYVOUEVAS EIG YELLAPPOVG
kai Totapovg aroEnpowouévoug (cf. Ps 73,15) tpomikdtepov dmododvar tepdoetat. AN’ fuelg, mpog AEEw tv didvotlav
52 Johnson 2006, in particular 183-185.
53 As Johnson 2006, 184, believes.
5 Considering how Eusebius accurately summarises the essential points of the interpretation that Origen develops in no
less than three paragraphs of his homily (see Orig., H73Ps Il 6-8 [GCS NF 19, 247-251]), it is telling, to say the least,
that he neither makes explicit the reasons for his alleged rejection of the Alexandrian’s explanation, nor even swiftly
comments on its absurdity or impossibility.
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Eusebius appears as even more disposed, in principle, to allegory, if one bears in mind Origen’s
warning against literal interpretation in commenting this passage specifically®®.

This programmatic perspective explains the bishop’s interest in the historical aspects of the Psalm
throughout its whole explanation in this commentary, as opposed to his rare but significant quotes of
Ps 73 verses in other works. It is rather telling that, interpreting Job 9,7-8 in the Demonstratio
Evangelica, Eusebius had previously quoted Ps 73,13b-14a as referring to Christ’s walking on the
sea as a symbolical action of his triumph over the forces of evil®®. As for the verses describing the
destruction of Jerusalem, the bishop had already referred them to the derelict state of the Church
before Constantine’s triumph in his long panegyric for the dedication of the basilica of Tyre in his
Ecclesiastical History®’. However, in the Demonstratio Evangelica Eusebius quoted the first seven
verses of Ps 73, together with Ps 78,1-2, to show how the book of Psalms also contained predictions
of events that would realise after their composition. In this occasion, though, the Caesarean argued
that the events predicted by Psalm 73 were fulfilled during both the destruction by the Babylonians
and the one by the Romans®®, and therefore proposed an interpretation in line with that of the

%5 Orig., H73Ps 11 7 (GCS NF 19, 249-250).
%6 Eus., Demonstratio Evangellca X 12,4-5 (GCS 23, 431): v 8¢ kai Todto Ahov Tvo¢ peilovog copBorov, voovpsvng
£1épag Bardoonc, £v ) AEYETon SpAK@V TIC Vol Temotnuévoc éyxatanailectar vmo v ayyéiwv (Job 41,25) tod 0sod, ¢’
fiv kol adtiv O cotp Kol KOpLog UMV EUmepumoTions, TV KEPOANV 10D avTtdOL dpdkovtog kol TdV AoV TV
VTOPEPNKOT®V dPUKOVI®MV AEYETOL GUVTETPLPEVAL KOTA TO 0D a0VEBLOGOS TOS KEPAALS TAV IPaKoVIwV &l 10D HOATOG, KOl
oD ovvéblaoag Tig Kepaldg Tod dpdrovrog (Ps 73,13b-14a), cagpdg £tépac voovpévng Bardoong, mepi fig anTdg My &v
Vo onotv- #Afov eic to faby tije Oaldoons (Ps 68,3), kol mpdg tov Top, td mepi avtod Sielubv, FAbeg 68 émi mnynv
Bolaoong, év o¢ iyveoiv afbooov mepiemdtnoag, Gvoiyoviar 0¢ ool pofe moiar Bavatov, TAwpol 0¢ {dov 100vTeg o€
Exmnéav; (Job 38,16-17) sixdtwg odv kav @ ko Mudg Pio émpPag tfi Oaidrty, kol Toig dvépolg smrpmoag kol ¢
KAOSVL, T0 oOpPora TdV dmoppnrotépav mtedel. “And this was a symbol of something greater, that other spiritual sea,
in which a dragon is said to have been made to be mocked by the angels (Job 41,25) of God, on which also our Lord and
Saviour walked and is said to have crushed the head of the dragon therein and of the other subject dragons, according to
the words, “Thou hast bruised the heads of the dragons in the water, and thou hast bruised the heads of the dragon” (Ps
73,13b-14a): clearly of another spiritual sea of which He says again in the Psalms, “I went into the depths of the sea” (Ps
68,3). And recounting to Job the things concerning himself: Hast thou gone to the spring of the sea, and hast thou walked
in the steps of the depth? The gates of death did they open to thee in fear, and did the porters of Hades fear when they
saw thee? (Job 41,25) Reasonably, when He walked on the sea in our human life, and rebuked the winds and the waves,
He fulfilled the symbols of something unspeakable” (transl. — slightly modified — by Ferrar 1920, 177).
5" Eus., Historia Ecclesiastica X 4,33.58 (GCS NF 6/3, 872-873.879): kai t6d¢ pév Adyoig méhar tpodecmicOivra Biproig
iepaig kKotaPEPAnTo, Td ye PNy Epya oOKET axoaic, AAL’ Epyolg MUiv Tapadédotat. 1) Epnuog 1de, 1| dvudpog, 1 ynpo Kol
dmepictotog, NG d¢ &v Spoud EdAwv aéivaig éEékoway Tag THAAg, émi T0 avTo &v TéAvKL Kai Aalevtnpie covETpLwaY ODTHY,
¢ kai Tag BiProvg SragBeipavteg éveripioay év mupi 10 dyraotipiov tod Gsod, gic v yijv é8efilimoay T orifvoua 00
évduarog avrod (Ps 73,6-8), fiv étpuynocav wavreg oi mapamwopevduevor iy 600v TpokabeAOVTEG 0OTHE TOVG PPAyUOVS, fiv
lopvato B¢ éx dpopod kai uoviog dypiog xateveutioozo (Ps 79,13-14), Xpiotod Suvipet mapadoém viv, dte BéLet odToc,
véyovev ¢ kpivov (IS 35,1)- émel ki T0Te aTODd VELUATL, OG BV TPOKNSOUEVOL TATPOC, EXUIBEVETO" OV Yap dyam@ KOpLOG,
Taidetel, puootryol 0 mévta viov 6v mapadéyerar (Prov 3,12). [...] mentwkviov dfjta adthyv ékeivny v kot’ gikdva Ogod
KaTaoKeLAGHEIGOY Elourvato ovy VS 0vTog 6 éx dpvuod (Cf. Ps 79,14) 1ol mop’ fpiv 6patod, GALE Tic BopomotdE Saijiwmv
kai Ofipeg dypror vontol, ol koi Toic mafecty olo TEMVPAKTOUEVOIS THE oMV Koxiag Pédecty avTiV EvpdyovTec,
évembpioay &v mopl 1o Bglov dvtwg aytaotiplov tod Oeod eic v yijv € fefiwaay 1o orivoue t0 dvéuarog ovtod (PS
73,7), elto. TOA® T® TPocydUoTL THY ABAioY KoTopOEAVTES, £i¢ AVEATIGTOV TUONG TEPIETPEYAY COTNPIaC.
8 Eus., Demonstratio Evangelica X 1,9-10 (GCS 23, 447-448): tovtov 88 ta pev mpddta, Aéyo 88 10 Gmd TOD
€Bdounkoctod Tpitov Yoo, ipnto Baciievovtog Ett Tod Aafid, Tpd Tod TOV vaov Hd Loropudvog Katackevachijvor:
Téhovg 0¢ Etuyev ovk dAAoTE 1| TpdTOV PV €mi Ti|g BapvAiwviov moiopkiog, devtepov d¢ émt 100 Popaikod mpog
‘Tovdaiovg moAépov. (10) Exaota yap t@v sipnuévav EnAnpodto €l T€ Tiig TPpOT™E Kol dguTéPag TOD 1EPOD KATACKAPTC,
npoyvochévia koi avapmvnBévto év toig eipnuévolg yaipoic vro tod Acdg. “The first of these passages, | mean the one
from Psalm Ixxiii, was spoken in David’s reign before the building of Solomon’s Temple, and it was only fulfilled the
first time by the siege by the Babylonians, and the second time in the Roman war against the Jews. For each of the
mentioned events was brought to pass in the destruction of the first and second Temple, having been predicted and
proclaimed in the said Psalms by Asaf” (transl. — slightly modified — from Ferrar 1920, 193). Instead, the observation that
what is described in Psalm 78 took place in the time of Antiochus Epiphanes agrees with the interpretation he gives in the
Commentary on the Psalms.
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Alexandrian, in the context of a broader demonstration of the prophetic character of the content of
the Psalms®®.

What led Eusebius to restrict the interpretation of Ps 73 in the Commentary on the Psalms as
realised only in the siege of Jerusalem in 70 CE is not, in my opinion, the need to distance himself
from Origen’s allegedly excessive allegorical interpretation, but rather the will to systematically apply
a different point of view to the reading of the Psalter, aiming to identify with precision the
repercussions in the concrete reality of what is proclaimed there, rather than spiritual teachings®’.
This perspective is confirmed by the fact that, even if Eusebius intends to explain a particular passage
as relating to a historical event, in doing so he does not necessarily dismiss figurative interpretation
altogether. For instance, Ps 73,13-14 is interpreted as figuratively referring to the passing of the Red
Sea and the defeat of the Pharaoh and his generals (the dragon and the heads of the dragon)®:.

This clarification explains, in my opinion, why Eusebius’ exegesis appears to differ from Origen’s
one in its general traits but reveals nonetheless significant points of contact regarding single
methodological modules. In this light, the bishop’s desire to take a polemical distance from the
Alexandrian cannot be a convincing explanation for such differences. As mentioned, the impact of
Origen’s methodology can already be seen in the way the Caesarean sets up his commentary, which
always opens with an analysis of the title of the composition, if any, or noticing the reasons for its
absence. This is often the occasion for some remarks on in whose person the words of the psalm are
spoken. The analysis of ‘the person speaking’ (to tpécmmov Aéyov) has been accurately highlighted
as a fundamental contribution by the Alexandrian to Christian exegesis of the Psalter, on which also
Eusebius regularly relies in his explanation of other psalms®?,

It appears clear, however, that these methodological elements are declined according to a different
sensibility. The use of the other versions of the Greek text collected by Origen in the Hexapla is rather
striking. In the considered texts, the Alexandrian resorts to the other versions to notice the missing
expression “you dried up rivers of Etham” in Ps 73,15b and to explain it, following the rendering by
other translators as ancient (or strong, vigorous, powerful) rivers, as referring to prophets who
stopped giving guidance to the Jewish people®®. Commenting this same verse, Eusebius mentions the
translations by Aquila and Symmachus, but does not include them in his interpretation, stating that
the expression rather refers to the Jordan river which dried to let the Israelites pass®. Other times,

% See Morlet 2009, 423-426.
80 Further development on this point can be found in Interi 2022.
61 Despite Eusebius’ claim of having interpreted the passage to the letter (mpog v AéEw): Eus., CPs 73,12-18a (PG 23,
861C-864A), see texts supra.
62 See Rondeau 1985, 40-71.99-135 (Origen), 169-195 (Eusebius); Perrone 2018, 144-147.
8 QOrig., H73Ps 111 1 (GCS NF 19, 253): Zopéotepov 8¢ katavontéov mepi TV 16 Aad eketve ovuPepnrodtov, mepi ov
yéypamtar od élipavag worouovg HOau (Ps 73,15b), 6mep o0 keltar pev &v toig dvtiypaeoig tdv ‘ERSounkovia: €v 8¢ 1
‘EBpaik® koi mapd tolg Aotroig ebpopev tov otiyov. Kai pn €idoteg i €0t motouovs ‘HbBou éénpavag, avéyvouesy mop’
EVL TOV EPUNVEVCAVIMV TOTOUOVS GPYaiovs: TOPO 88 ETEPOLG ToTOLOL OE dpyaiol KOl aTeppol Kol e0Tovor Kol dvvarol, ol
£V T01¢ TPOPNTOIC PEDGOVTES, OVY, &TL 0DV aTol ol Tpoiiton EEnpavOncav—rodto yap dmein Hudc Aéyey 10 SHoEnuov—
- @A 611 ol mpogTitan Tovdainv navcavto kai ovkéETL Tpo@iitai siot map’ avtois. See Field 1875, 218, and the note in
Perrone 2020, 499. On Origen’s use of the Greek versions from the Hexapla for exegetical and philological purposes in
the Homilies on the Psalms see Cacciari 2014. Note how Origen quickly glosses the expression rod of your inheritance
(Ps 73,2b) with Symmachus’ translation sceptre of your inheritance without pointing it out in H73Ps | 5 (GCS NF 19,
230): EAvtphoato odv 6 Bedc pafdov kinpovouioc avtod (cf. Ps 73,2b), TovTéoTt 10 oKijmTpov Tiic kinpovouiog adTob
kai Bactreiog EAvtpdoato o Aotpa dovg. See Field 1875, 216.
64 Eus., CPs 73,12-18a (PG 23, 864A): Kai 10 8mileyopevoy 8& &v 1 Zv écripavag motauovs HOGu (Ps 73,15b) dvagpépotto
av éni tov Topddavnv, ov anoénpaviévia diijAbov oot petd v Mwcémg tekevtnv ol viol Topani, fyovpévov avtdv
‘Incod. "Eotv 8¢ 6 tpdmog meptnmtikog avti Tod Evikod mAnbuvtikdc mposvnveyuévog. To 8¢ HOau, 6 nev AxvAog
OTEPEOVS TOTAUOVS NPUNVEVGEY, 0 8¢ ZOppayos dpyaiovs. “And what is added in the passage you dried up rivers of Etham
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however, the bishop recurs to the hexaplaric translations to expand and add details to his interpretation
of a passage®.

The fact that the interpretations of the two authors do not overlap completely is also reflected in
the lack of significant shared scriptural quotations in the explanation of the psalm. The only
exceptions are Amos 8,10, cited regarding Ps 73,4a by both authors as a prophecy fulfilled in the
impossibility for the Jewish people to celebrate their feasts after the destruction of the temple, and —
Origen adds — because the figurative feasts of their provisional economy have been replaced by the
real, Christian ones®®; and Deut 32,8-9, which Origen quotes in reference to Ps 73,17a to show God’s
distribution of the people on the earth®’, while Eusebius links it to Ps 73,2b to clarify that God’s
inheritance is Israel®®. On an overall and non-systematic reading, it appears that Eusebius does use
other guotations from scripture to argue or confirm his own interpretation. Nonetheless, rather than
using parallel passages to weave a discourse of scriptural references — which, as Origen often does,
explains the passage in a way that is often more articulate than the mere juxtaposition of the individual
quotations®® — Eusebius uses quotations from other books as precise evidence to support his own
reading.

This brief comparison of Origen’s and Eusebius’ interpretation of Psalm 73, and in particular of
the destruction of the temple of Jerusalem described therein, has firstly offered elements to deepen
the relationship between the hermeneutics of the two authors. Secondly, it can now be argued more
convincingly how, taking into account the different literary genres, it is not possible to characterise
the exegesis of the Caesarean either in terms of a flattened repetition, or in terms of opposition to —
or a departure from — Origen’s hermeneutic modules. For the Alexandrian, the evocation of the fall
of Jerusalem takes on a moral value because of the analogy between the besieged city and the soul of
the faithful attacked by the forces of evil. Explaining the psalm, Origen touches on a plurality of
themes that nevertheless have their centre of gravity in his discourse on the spiritual life. For Eusebius,
on the other hand, the siege of Jerusalem returns to have value mainly as a historical event that proves
the validity of the apologetic testimonium of Ps 73. The bishop thus ascribes renewed importance to
the concrete realisation of the prophecies contained in Scripture even at the level of historical reality,
and not only — and above all — at the level of moral and intelligible reality, as was Origen’s main
interest. In pursuing the explanation of the Psalter through this key of interpretation, he consciously
uses the literary genre of the commentary and Origen’s methodology, declining it according to his
sensitivity and the renewed demands of fourth-century Christianity.

Tommaso Interi
Dipartimento di Studi Storici

Universita di Torino

(Ps 73,15b) could be referred to the Jordan, which the children of Israel crossed on foot, once dried up, after the death of
Moses, under the leadership of Joshua. And it is the collective trope, which refers to the plural instead of the singular.
Agquila has translated Etham as strong rivers, while Symmachus ancient”.
% See e.g. Eus., CPs 73,2¢-7 (PG 23, 856C-D), mentioned supra, where Eusebius quotes Symmachus’ clearer translation
of Ps 73,4b-6 for it provides a more accurate description of the destruction of the temple. In the passages from other parts
of the commentary | analysed | could find no relevant evidence of Eusebius’ use of the Hexapla for biblical textual
criticism. Barthélemy 1971, 51-65 argues that Eusebius regards the versions as more explicit in terms of the spiritual
meaning of the biblical text; this position has been substantially refuted and clarified by Morlet 2009, 550-552.
% See Orig., H73Ps | 8 (GCS NF 19, 234-235); Eus., CPs 73,2¢-7 (PG 23, 857A-B). For Origen’s use of Amos 8,10
regarding the relationship between typology and truth, see Perrone 2020, 459-460.
87 Orig., H73Ps 111 4 (GCS NF 19, 257).
8 Eus., CPs 73,1-2b (PG 23, 856B).
89 See Munnich 2011.
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Abstract ENG: This contribution focuses on Origen’s and Eusebius’ interpretation of Psalm 73,
which evokes the destruction of the temple of Jerusalem. It highlights both the points in common and
the differences between the two exegetes’ approaches, arguing that their different perspectives are
due to changed exegetical needs and sensibilities. Although Eusebius can be said to be a pupil of
Origen in terms of the methodology and conception underlying his hermeneutics, he manifests a
systematic interest in the fulfilment of the prophecies contained in the psalter, an aspect that Origen
was only marginally interested in.

Keywords ENG: Origen of Alexandria, Eusebius of Caesarea, Christian Biblical exegesis, Psalms,
Psalter, destruction of Jerusalem, Ps 73.

Riassunto ITA: Questo contributo si concentra sull’interpretazione di Origene e di Eusebio del
Salmo 73, che evoca la distruzione del tempio di Gerusalemme. Mette in luce sia i punti in comune
sia le differenze nell’approccio dei due esegeti, sostenendo che le loro diverse prospettive sono dovute
a mutate esigenze e sensibilita esegetiche. Sebbene Eusebio possa dirsi allievo di Origene per quanto
riguarda la metodologia e la concezione alla base della sua ermeneutica, egli manifesta un interesse
sistematico per I’adempimento delle profezie contenute nel salterio, un aspetto a cui Origene era
interessato solo marginalmente.

Parole chiave ITA: Origene di Alessandria, Eusebio di Cesarea, esegesi biblica cristiana, Salmi,
Salterio, distruzione di Gerusalemme, Ps 73.
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